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REMARKS 

The Applicant would like to thank Examiner Peter Coughlan for the telephone 
interview of September 22, 2006. The interview provided a valuable opportunity to 
clarify the proposed amendments and to understand the rejections in the Office Action. 

At the time of this response claims 42-82 are pending for examination in the 
application, of which claims 42, 50, 54, 58, 70, 74, and 75 are independent. Claims 1-41 
were cancelled by prior amendment. Claims 42-44, 46, 50-55, 57, 58, 60, 63, 65, 66, 68, 
70, and 72-82 have been amended herein. 

There is no new matter provided by the amendments made herein. The 
amendments do not require an additional search, since the amendments to the claims 
were primarily for clarification. For example, original claim 42 included media content 
items, a scoring module, and an index generation module. Amended claim 42 includes 
media content items, an index generator and a scorer. All independent claims include 
corresponding elements. 

Understanding the length of the original patent application, Applicant earlier filed 
a Substitute Specification that included a Table of Contents (see [0056] - [0061]) 
outlining the subsections of information, with subheadings throughout the detailed 
description for enabling efficient navigation by the reader. The Applicant also included a 
"Definitions" section (see [00386]-[00413]), which provides definitions pulled from the 
original application text, and puts them in one place for quick and easy access by the 
reader. In the remarks below, these sections and definitions in the Substitute 
Specification are referenced. 

Amendment to the Title 

An amendment to the title has been offered to make the title more representative 
of the claimed invention. 

Amendment to the Specification 

The Cross References to Related Applications section of the specification has 
been amended to recognize applications that claim priority to a common provisional 
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patent application, but which are not parent, continuation, continuation-in-part or 
divisional applications of the present application. 



§101 Rejections 

Claims 42-82 were rejected as being "nonstatutory subject matter." More 

particularly, the Office Action asserts that: 

The invention is ineligible because it has not been limited 
to a substantial practical application . There is no stated 
purpose for the linked information system. 

(Office Action, p. 2) 

The Office Action more specifically stated that the phrases "index generation 

system" and "linking and tagging media content" are not clear. The Office Action 

indicated that the claims would be statutory if a useful, concrete (i.e., substantially 

repeatable) and tangible (i.e., non-abstract) result were achieved or produced. In the 

telephone interview Examiner Coughlan suggested adding a phrase that would indicate 

what one would do with the generated index. Applicant has added the following phrase 

at the end of claim 42: 

wherein the combined score provides a measure of 
perceptions and trends relative to the topic for decision 
makers. 

Independent claim 42 has been amended for clarification, and now reads as 
follows: 

42. An index generation system comprising: 

A. at least one storage device having stored therein a 
selected set of media content items; 

B. an index generator configured to generate an index 
comprising a set of topics and to associate media 
content items from the set of media content items 
with at least one topic from the set of topics; 

C. a scorer configured to: 

1) assign a score to each media content item 
associated with a topic, wherein the score is a 
value that indicates a degree of support, from a 
support scale, of the media content item with the 
topic; and 
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2) generate a combined score for each topic 
from the scores assigned to the media content 
items associated with the topic, wherein the 
combined score provides a measure of 
perceptions and trends relative to the topic for 
decision makers. 

As amended above, claim 42 does achieve or produce a useful, concrete, and 
tangible result. The words "linked information system" have been removed from this 
claim. The media content items, index generation and scoring has been retained. The 
index generator generates an index comprising a set of topics. As claimed, individual 
media content items are associated with topics. The index (and its topics) provides a 
tangible structure for scoring individual media content items. For example, see scored 
media content items in paragraphs [00176]-[00180]. 

The scorer scores each individual media content item relative to a predefined 
scale. (See, e.g., paragraphs [00156]-[00181]). The outputs of the scorer are scores for 
each media content items associated with a topic. Once individual media content scores 
are determined, a score for each topic can be determined. 

Thus the index and the scores produced represent a final result. The final result is 
useful in that it gives the user/decision maker a tangible and insightful view of the topics 
- which is not possible with conventional systems and methods. The final result is 
reproducible - the same scale can be used for scoring new and different items. Claim 42 
describes an invention that provides meaning in the form of easily understandable scores 
that indicate topic oriented perceptions and trends across many media content items (e.g., 
articles) for the user/ decision maker. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the rejection to 
claim 42 under 35 U.S.C. §101. 

Independent claims 50, 52, 58, 70, 74, and 75 have been amended in a manner 
similar to that of claim 42. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration 
of the rejection to claims 50, 52, 58,70, 74, and 75 under 35 U.S.C. §101. 
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Dependent claims 43-49, 51, 53-57, 59-69, 71-73, and 76-82 depend from claims 
50, 52, 58, 70, 74, and 75. For the same reasons, Applicant respectfully requests 
reconsideration of the rejections to these claims under 35 U.S.C. §101. 

§112, 2 nd Para. Rejections- Indefinite 

The Office Action rejected claims 43, 44, 55, 60, 77, and 82 under 35 U.S.C. 
§112, 2 nd paragraph for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim subject matter 
Applicant regards has its invention. The office action cited specific phrases within each 
of these claims in support of these rejections. 

Claims 43, 44, 55, 60, 77, and 82 have each been amended for clarification, in 
view of the cited phrases. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of these 
rejections. 

§102(b) Rejections 

Claims 42, 45-51, 58, 59, 61, 62, 64, 65, 67, 68, 70-76, and 78 have been rejected 
under 35 USC §102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,838,965 to Kavanagh et 
al. ("Kavanagh"). 

As an overview, Kavanagh has a very limited and specific focus. "The invention 
described herein is with reference to the problem of managing parts and components in a 
manufacturing operation. The invention is particularly useful in solving problems in 
parts management." See Kavanagh, CI: 19-30. The objective of eliminating the design 
of a part when a part already exists to meet that need, is to bring products to market faster 
with cost savings. Limitations in keyword searching appears to be at the crux of the 
Kavanagh patent, and its raison-de-etre is that keyword searching fails in locating a 
desired part quickly and with full confidence. 

Specifically, Kavanagh discloses an improved parts management system used in a 
manufacturing operation. It particularly addresses the problem of how design engineers 
locate parts within the company's parts database efficiently and with full confidence that 
the search found all appropriate parts, so that a new part is designed only if another part 
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that meets the need does not exist within the parts database. Kavanagh discloses 
representing parts as object and then including a set of attributes within each object for 
defining the part. (Kavanagh C4:32-36). 

The entire thesis in Kavanagh is that an attribute-based search produces better 
results than a conventional keyword-search for parts. "Given the inconsistencies in 
typical parts descriptions noted above, keyword approach have been severely limited in 
their effectiveness. In a database that supports keyword searches... it is never known if 
all possible answers are returned." See Kavanagh, C2: 57-67 and C3: 1-9. According to 
Kavanagh, in parts management and design it is critical to find a part, if it is in the 
database, with 100% assurance. Otherwise, the part may be designed again at extra cost. 
Preventing this wasted cost and wasted time in parts searching is the function of the 
Kavanagh system. 

It is a prerequisite in Kavanagh that all parts be initially known - so that each can 
be defined as an object. Once each part is defined as an object (with part attributes) then, 
and only then, does searching take place. In other words, in order for a part to be found it 
must first have been known and then defined as an object with attributes. Then a 
searcher can find it. 

In Kavanagh, "the system is particularly suited for applications where extensive 
updating is not necessary," (See Kavanagh, Cl:5-8). In fact, in Kavanagh a database 
update could mean a new part has been designed - an event explicitly attempted to be 
avoided in Kavanagh. 

There are several contrasts between the present invention and Kavanagh. For 
example, the present invention is not a parts management system. It's a media content 
system. Searching in the present invention for media content items is for new media 
content items, e.g., an article on a web site. While Kavanagh teaches a static tightly 
controlled parts database, the present invention teaches open ended searching across a 
wide variety of external and unrelated media content sources (e.g., web sites), where the 
media content items are not known in advance. A static, internal database is not at all 
desirable in the present invention. In this sense, Kavanagh and the present invention are 
not analogous. 
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The thrust in the present application is on the following functions. Firstly, 
tracking information related to topics, including tracking new information to show how 
changes are occurring. And secondly, organizing and indexing information can be 
provided so that critical information is highlighted, wherein information of low relevance 
and low quality can be excluded. And thirdly, the function of linking information across 
industries, markets and countries can be provided. In short, the present invention treats 
information (i.e., media content items) in such a way as to generate readily absorbable 
insights for company managers in individual industries , for example. 

Kavanagh's system is a "tool for design engineers." It's a revised parts 
management query system, which asks questions based on attributes to locate parts in a 
database. (Kavanagh C4:32-36). In the present application, media content can be updated 
(e.g., in real time) to help decision makers on an ongoing basis - as things in the media 
change. Thus, the present invention enables decisions to be influenced by changing 
perceptions and trends in the marketplace, performance of companies and management in 
the global economy, and insights into the opportunities and risks for global decision- 
makers . The natures of factory parts searching in Kavanagh and that of globalized 
business, for example, in the present invention are very different. 

Unlike Kavanagh, the present invention seeks to provide meaning to users/ 
decision makers of the constantly changing information available from a plurality of 
disparate and unrelated media content sources. For example, a challenge of business 
decision makers today is efficiently gaining meaning from many on-line articles and 
news reports, provided from several high quality media sources, in relation to one or 
more topics of interest to that user/ decision maker. The index generation system 
provides a quantified score (or set of scores) that capture that meaning across many 
media content items from many media content sources. Tracking changes to media 
content over time can cause changes in the scores, which in turn demonstrates topic 
trends that provide useful insights to the users/ decision makers. Accordingly, the present 
invention is useful for improving a decision making process of users/ decision makers. 

In contrast, Kavanagh's system determines whether a certain specific part exists. 
Rather than keywords, "attributes" are used - because every part in Kavanagh's database 
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is stored as an object having predefined part attributes. Kavanagh's parts searching 
system does not bring various items together in a context that gives them a richer 
meaning relative to a topic. There is no meaning across parts for Kavanagh to score. In 
Kavanagh, the search either found the desired part or it did not. 

The difference between the present invention and Kavanagh stems from the fact 
that the two have completely unrelated objectives. Kavanagh precisely searches static 
predefined objects in a known, well-defined database to locate a predefined object and 
the present invention searches dynamically changing media content across disparate 
sources and captures the meaning across the media content with an index (and scoring). 
Thus, the two function in different ways, on different types of information to produce 
different results. 

Kavanagh focuses on the search for a part fitting a predetermined set of design 
criteria, e.g., a Screw, with certain attributes, such as .5 inch length, Pan as Head style, 
Cross as Head recess, and Phosphate finish, (Kavanagh Figures 24 and 27). In contrast, 
the present invention focus on media content , e.g., articles in the Wall Street Journal, 
which can be found in real time and linked at many levels to other articles from other 
news media sources, but in any event they relate to a topic. "The present invention is 
advantageous because it works with information in real time. It further works with 
information constantly improving and updating." (Present Application, paragraph [0008] 
lines 1-8) Kavanagh does not anticipate this. 

Claim 42 

The Office Action asserted that a "theme or topic" in claim 42 was equivalent to 
an "attribute list" in Kavanagh; that "assigned scores" were equivalent to "values" in 
Kavanagh; that an "index" was equivalent to a "sort" in Kavanagh. However, the 
distinctions in these terms should be clear from the preceding discussion. But they are 
specifically discussed below with respect to this claim. 

Claim 42 has been amended as follows: 

42. An index generation system comprising: 
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A. at least one storage device having stored therein a 
selected set of media content items; 

B. an index generator configured to generate an index 
comprising a set of topics and to associate media 
content items from the set of media content items 
with at least one topic from the set of topics; 

C. a scorer configured to: 

1) assign a score to each media content item 
associated with a topic, wherein the score is a 
value that indicates a degree of support, from a 
support scale, of the media content item with the 
topic; and 

2) generate a combined score for each topic 
from the scores assigned to the media content 
items associated with the topic, wherein the 
combined score provides a measure of 
perceptions and trends relative to the topic for 
decision makers. 

With respect to element A, Kavanagh teaches a static database of parts 
represented as objects, with each object having a defined set of attributes. Kavanagh 
does not disclose media content items, which are defined in the present application as 
articles and so on from disparate media content sources. Such media content could be 
news articles in the media publications such as the New York Times, Wall Street Journal, 
the Economist etc. There is no such media content in Kavanagh, not even a remote 
connection; in Kavanagh there is a manufacturing parts database which spits out 
responses to a query about the existence of a certain part. Kavanagh would have no use 
for the media content items of the present invention, nor would the present invention 
have any use for the static object oriented parts database in Kavanagh. The two are not 
the same. As such, Kavanagh does not teach this element of claim 42. 

With respect to element B, Kavanagh does not teach an index generator that 
defines an index comprised of topics. Contrary to the suggestion in the Office Action, an 
attribute list is not a topic and a sort is not an index. Sorting in Kavanagh appears to have 
its traditional meaning of ordering a set of items according to a set of sort criteria. The 
criteria are the predefined attributes. That is not new, but that is also not an index as used 
in claim 42. The index is a set of topics having media content items associated therewith. 
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An attribute list is not a topic, as suggested in the Office Action. In the present 
invention, topics are things like inflation, unemployment, and the like. In Kavanagh, an 
attribute is a piece of defined information that is known in advance for a specific part and 
made part of the object that represents that part. For example, Kavanagh' s Figure 21 lists 
the attributes as Part Number, Description, Cost, Major material, Finish, Head Style, 
Head recess, SEMS, Drilled Type, Shak Type etc. Figure 27 shows these attributes for a 
typical query with the "Values" corresponding to each attribute. The attributes and 
values are shown below: 



Attributes Values 

Part Number 0159339 

Description SCREW.MACH PAN HD CR #6-32UNCxl/2 

Finish Phosphate 

Head Style Pan 

Head Recess Cross 

Length .5 inch 



These attribute types exist for many parts in Kavanagh's databases, with each 
specific object assigning specific values to the attributes that describe the part represented 
by the object. Clearly, these attributes are not topics (e.g., inflation, unemployment, etc) 
as meant in claim 42. As such, Kavanagh does not teach this element of claim 42. 

With respect to element C, Kavanagh does not teach a scorer for scoring the 
media content items. In the present invention, a score is a quantified measure that gives 
and indication of a degree of support of a media content item to a related topic. A score 
is assigned, it is not part of the media content item itself. In Kavanagh, to the extent that 
there are "values" they are values of attributes not scores. That is, attribute values define 
the part, the scores in the present invention do not define the media content - they offer a 
quantified evaluation of the media content. Thus, the attributes are part of the objects in 
Kavanagh, but the scores are not part of the media content in claim 42. 
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In the present invention, the examples of scoring use a scoring scale of +2, +1,0- 
1, -2. Nothing like this exists in Kavanagh. The scale allows quantification of 
perceptions reflected in media articles across a spectrum of important publications. In the 
examples of the present application, the scoring scale allows media content items (e.g., 
articles) to be scored from most favorable (e.g., "+2") to most unfavorable (e.g., "-2"). 
The scoring represents a useful statement about that media content items. 

Consider an example used in the present application, and an article on 
unemployment by A. Meltzer, entitled Jobless Recovery?, Wall Street Journal, Sept 26, 
2003. (See present application, at paragraph [00165].) The Meltzer article is scored as 
favorable, i.e. "+1," which corresponds to a score of 80 points. This indicates that the 
Meltzer article considers the unemployment situation as being favorable. (See present 
application, paragraph [00176]). Another article for the unemployment topic is by M. 
Feldstein, entitled No Such Thing As A Jobless Recovery, Wall Street Journal, October 
13, 2003. Feldstein' s article is also scored in the same way, and also happens to have a 
score of 80 points. Both represent insightful articles on unemployment and the economic 
recovery by knowledgeable individuals in the Wall Street Journal. 

Kavanagh does not teach this type of scoring, or any scoring really. As such, 
Kavanagh does not teach this element of claim 42. 

With respect to element C2, since Kavanagh does not teach an index with topics 
and scores of media content items against the topics, it cannot teach combined score as 
required by this element. As such, Kavanagh does not teach this element of claim 42. 

For a reference to anticipate a claimed invention under 35 U.S.C. §102, that 
reference must teach each and every element of that claim. Kavanagh does not teach 
each and every element of claim 42, as discussed above. Accordingly, Applicant requests 
reconsideration and removal of this rejection. 

Claims 45-51, 58, 59, 61. 62. 64. 65. 67. 68. 70-76, and 78 

Claims 45-51, 58, 59, 61, 62, 64, 65, 67, 68, 70-76, and 78 have also been rejected 
as being anticipated by Kavanagh. 



30 of 32 



Application No.: 10/739,433 
Amendment dated: September 29, 2006 
Reply to Office Action of April 3, 2006 
Attorney Docket No. INT-0002 

Independent claims 50, 58, 70, 74 and 75 have been amended to include elements 
similar to those in amended claim 42 discussed above. Therefore, for the same reasons, 
claims 50, 58, 70, 754 and 75 are also believed to be allowable over Kavanagh. As such, 
Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and removal of these rejections. 

Dependent claims 45-49, 51, 58, 59, 61, 62, 64, 65, 67, 68, 71-73, 76, and 78 each 
depend from one of the independent claims discussed above. Thus, for the same reasons 
as put forth above Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and removal of these 
rejections. 

§103 (a) Rejections 

Dependent claims 43, 44, 60 and 82 have been rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) in 
view of Kavanagh and in further view of Daniel Daianu, Can Further Economic Decline 
Be Stopped in South East Europe?, RCEP/ Working Paper no. 23/ August 2000 
("Daianu"). 

Each of claims 43, 44, 60 and 82 depend from an independent claim discussed 
above. For the same reasons as put forth above, Kavanagh does not teach the respective 
independent claims of each of these dependent claims. Therefore, the combination of 
Kavanagh and Daianu does not make obvious claims 43, 44, 60 and 82. 

Accordingly, reconsideration of removal of these rejections is respectfully 
requested. 

Closing Remarks 

In view of the foregoing remarks, it is believed that all claims pending in the 
application are in condition for allowance, and such allowance is respectfully solicited. If 
a telephone conference will expedite prosecution of the application, the Examiner is 
invited to telephone the undersigned. 
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Authorization is hereby given to charge Deposit Account No. 501798 for all fees 
due with this response. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: ^got. a.*^ , 2*0(9 

Mills & Onello, LLP 

Eleven Beacon Street, Suite 605 

Boston, MA 02108 

Telephone: (617) 994-4900, Ext. 4959 
Facsimile: (617)742-7774 




Registration Number 43,799 
Attorney for Applicant 
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